Introduction
This article focuses on innovativeness in mountain tourism destinations. Elements that could improve destination innovativeness are measured for their importance. Researchers in the field of tourism call for the further development and measurement of the relative importance of different dimensions of destinations (Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Bornhorst, Ritchie & Sheehan, 2010) . Innovativeness might represent an important future focus of research concerning destinations. Pechlaner (1999) argues that destinations' development evaluations should be future-oriented, which was also recognized by Dwyer & Kim (2003) . Unique firm resources and capabilities are essential for acquiring a sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990 ). This will be applied at a destination level using innovativeness elements as a unique resource and capability.
Existing destination competitiveness models and elements of destination innovativeness, applied to mountain destinations, constitute a basis from which the innovativeness elements are derived. Innovativeness elements in destination management and attractors are then graded based on importance, and innovativeness factors are subsequently determined. Identifying the importance of innovativeness elements and grouping them into factors provides knowledge for researchers, destination managers and other stakeholders in mountain destinations. Destinations will be able to determine and improve their innovativeness, identify strengths and weaknesses and consequently achieve growth and sustainability (Volo, 2005) .
In the first section, tourism destination literature is reviewed. In the second section, the concept of innovativeness is defined and applied to tourism destinations. Tourism destination innovativeness is analyzed; innovativeness is also discussed in terms of its connection to mountain tourism destinations. Based on the findings, mountain destination innovativeness is defined and mountain destination innovativeness elements are developed.
Elements are then tested for their importance and grouped into factors in the third section.
The fourth section gives recommendations for further research and summarizes the article.
Tourism destination
Tourism destination can be defined as a geographical area that is perceived as a separate unit by tourists. It possesses elements of primary and secondary tourism supply, it must be accessible and meet political and legal conditions for the destination that enable joint promotion, destination development planning and the creation of tourism destination products (Mihalič, 2008) . Natural, cultural, heritage and social attractors, infrastructure, tourism infrastructure and superstructure are crucial for destinations (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; Dwyer & Kim, 2003) . Proper management is essential for protecting the abovementioned attractors (Crouch, 2006) and for successful tourism infrastructure (Pechlaner & Tschurtschenthaler, 2003) . Destination management organization is the main stakeholder in a destination (Buhalis, 2000) . It strategically manages the tourism destination, and coordinates stakeholders to achieve strategic goals, such as destination development (Go & Govers, 2000; Enright & Newton, 2004; Crouch, 2006) . Protecting, maintaining or strengthening destination development is a key challenge in the tourism sector. There are numerous players involved, which makes the management of destinations more complex. Theories, frameworks, models, or processes were developed to cope with this challenge and to provide an insight to the complexity of management (Crouch, 2007) . Over the previous decade, numerous destination management and destination competitiveness models were developed and proven to be a useful tool in tourism sector. The two most influential models were developed by Dwyer & Kim (2003) and Ritchie & Crouch (2003) . However, the occurrence of the global economic crisis and resulting changing trends require modifications to business models and tourism supply (UNWTO, 2010) . This research paper will try to address these questions by incorporating innovativeness into destination management, infrastructure, tourism infrastructure and superstructure, and natural, cultural and social attractors. Developing the mountain destination innovativeness elements on the basis of destination competitiveness models provides strong foundations for the identification of factors of innovativeness that do not just serve the notion of being innovative, but actually contribute to destination development.
Tourism destination innovativeness
Innovation can be viewed from very different aspects, and scholars have inconsistent viewpoints due to a one-dimensional view of innovation, which leads to lack of consensus (Dobni, 2008; Huang et al., 2009) . A wider formulation is needed, especially for the organizational impacts of innovation, such as innovation and its influence on organizational performance (Dobni, 2008) . For the purpose of this research, a very wide definition of innovation will be used in order to cover all aspects of mountain destination innovativeness. Wang's and Ahmed's (2004) definition of innovativeness can be used on a destination level.
They defined it as "an organization's overall innovative capability of introducing new product to the market, or opening up new markets, through combining strategic orientation with innovative behavior and process". Huang et al. (2009) defined the concept of innovativeness as the inclination to develop new products and services and the firm's innovative climate.
They expanded the concept of innovation that includes only the tangible outcome, by also introducing the intangible dimension to form the concept of innovativeness. Both sides will be taken into account for determining the importance of mountain destination innovativeness elements. Wang & Ahmed (2004) validated a multi-dimensional innovativeness construct, which comprises product, market, process, behavior and strategic innovation. Tidd, Bessant & Pavitt (2009) identified the need for a mobilization of factors that increases the innovativeness of services besides products and processes. Huang et al. (2009) Sundbo (1997) added organizational innovation; Hamel (2006) discussed innovation as a departure from usual organizational forms. Dobni (2008) believed that innovativeness also incorporates behavioral (cultural), and infrastructure aspects and stated that the standard for innovativeness is multi-dimensional. Hurley and Hult (1998) claimed that the level of innovativeness is linked to how much organizational culture promotes participative decision making and learning. Tidd et al. (2009) recognized the importance of technology, knowledge and experience for increasing innovativeness.
Sustainable innovation is a necessary precondition for the sustainability of societies and organizations. It influences organization principles, products, services, energy and resources used, and waste production (Jorna, 2006) . Sustainable innovation creates new products and processes that provide customers and businesses value while considerably decreasing environmental impacts (James, 1997) . Some elements of innovativeness are based on the UNWTO 1 sustainability principles. Innovation of products and services connected to natural and cultural heritage require transformation, reinvention and usefulness (Hjalager, 2010) . Jorna (2006) argued that during the innovation process attention must be put on the triple bottom line of economic, social and environmental value creation.
The nature of services, types of products, connection with consumers, specific processes, different organizational perspective and coordination and cooperation make service innovations markedly different (Hipp in Grupp, 2005) . Technology, knowledge and 1 United Nations World Tourism Organisation networks drive innovativeness in service organizations (Kandampully, 2002) . Innovation is a result of the interactive gathering of knowledge (Tödtling, Lehner & Kaufmann, 2009 (Hjalager, 2002; . Information and communication technologies have brought many changes in tourism sector (Buhalis & Law, 2008 ) that should be taken into consideration when forming mountain destination innovativeness elements. Hjalager (2010) also recognized the importance of product, process, institutional, distribution, management, marketing and organizational innovations in the tourism sector.
Tourism destination innovativeness has come to the attention of some researchers, but needs additional research on the key components of destination innovativeness, their driving forces and how they interact on a destination level as well as in different sectors (Volo, 2005) . Taleb 
Mountain destination innovativeness
Innovation is a localized phenomenon, highly reliant on destination specific resources (Marinova & Phillimore, 2003; Asheim & Gertler, 2006; Edquist, 2006) . Dwyer, Cvelbar, Edwards & Mihalič (2010) acknowledged that competitiveness attributes vary across locations. In order to avoid this problem, a specific kind of destination was chosen for analysis. A mountain destination can be defined as a geographical, economic and social entity that incorporates companies, organizations, activities, areas and infrastructure developed to satisfy the special needs of mountain tourists (adapted from Flagestad & Hope, 2001 ). The snow-based tourism, adventure tourism (trekking, climbing, rafting), cultural tourism, ecotourism, pilgrimage and mass tourism to popular sites are all part of mountain tourism (Godde, 1998) . Event tourism is also a part of mountain tourism (May, 1995) . Nepal & Chipeniuk (2005) described mountain destinations as being diverse, marginal, inaccessible, vulnerable, niche and aesthetic. Aesthetics can be used as a trait for the development of mountain ecotourism (Nepal, 2002) . High altitudes and relative isolation have created specific conditions (Godde, 1998) that enabled the preservation of habits and lifestyles (Higham, 2003) . Multiple authors call for the reinvention of mountain tourism (Flagestad & Hope, 2001; Pechlaner & Sauerwein, 2002; Bordeau, 2009; Macchiavelli, 2009 ). Alpine destinations have matured, even stagnated (Pechlaner, Fischer & Hammann, 2005) ; this is where innovativeness comes in as a crucial factor for destination development. (Macchiavelli, 2009 ). Mountain tourism is experiencing pressure, uncertainty and crisis (Bourdeau, 2009) . The global economic crisis has also affected mountain destinations in Eastern Europe (Zukal, 2010) . Bourdeau (2009) suggested that mountain destinations should be more innovative within marketing, space usage, and activities, and operate in all four seasons. The International Scientific Committee on Research in the Alps (ISCAR) identified the need to discover innovative ways, methods and governance in order to restructure mountain destinations, limit the impacts of crises and facilitate sustainable development (ISCAR, 2008) . Macchiavelli (2009) stated that some alpine communities have already successfully launched innovations. A part of organizational innovation is user participation in product development, which is increasingly used in mountain destinations (Hjalager, 2010) .
Mountain tourism is closely connected to ecotourism and sustainable development (Funnell and Price 2003) . Infrastructure is key in mountain destinations and should be in line with sustainable development. Efficient waste management is required (Godde, 1998) .
Participation of all stakeholders in tourism planning and decision making and other sociocultural and environmental practices are necessary for mountain tourism sustainability (Nepal & Chipeniuk, 2005) . Cultural heritage is crucial for mountain destinations (Godde, 1998 (Moen & Fredman, 2007) . New forms of tourism supply can provide services for tourists in cases of bad weather (Weiermair et al. 2008) .
Determining the elements and factors of mountain destination innovativeness
Limited empirical data exist regarding the stage of innovative activities, their influence and meaning for destinations. A need for systematic and comparable empirical evidence has been identified (Hjalager, 2010) . Innovation literature is scarce in the context of tourism destinations (Flagestad et al., 2005) . This research contributes to the existing knowledge in the field by considering the importance of identified mountain destination innovativeness elements. Elements are evaluated with respect to the relative importance toward the decision goal, which is the increase of innovativeness of a destination that subsequently leads to destination development. The important elements are kept and exploratory factor analysis is conducted in order to determine whether the identified elements form coherent factors. Results will be useful for researchers in the field, as well as for mountain destination managers and stakeholders in mountain destinations as the analysis will help to identify key elements and factors to focus on. Due to the vague definition of innovativeness, special care was required to define the field of mountain destination innovativeness. Existing literature on tourism destinations and innovation constitute a basis for the development of the mountain destination innovativeness elements. Common foundations of innovation are determined and an inventory of innovativeness elements is formed that captures the core of mountain destination innovativeness. Models used to measure innovativeness and competitiveness are considered. Elements are carefully selected in order to cover as many views of mountain destination innovativeness as possible. This results in multiple elements for each aspect of mountain destination innovativeness.
Research focus
The purpose of the research is to explore mountain tourism destination innovativeness elements in terms of their importance. Based on the identified important elements, an exploratory factor analysis is conducted in order to search for consistent factors within mountain destination innovativeness. Multiple authors have discussed the importance of different factors concerning the destination (Enright & Newton, 2004; 2005; Lam, 2006; Macchiavelli, 2009; Crouch, 2007; . The goal of the research is to identify important elements for increasing mountain destination innovativeness and to establish factors that represent the underlying dimensions of mountain destination innovativeness.
The first research question corresponds to the first part of the research, which seeks to identify important innovativeness elements. Dwyer & Kim (2003) called for more research on the relative importance of different dimensions of destination factors. The question that arises is which innovative elements within destination management and tourism attractors are important.
Research question: Which innovative elements are statistically significantly important for mountain destination innovativeness?
The proposition of whether the identified important innovative elements form coherent factors that represent underlying dimensions of mountain destination innovativeness is studied in the second part of this research, which concentrates on the development of mountain destination innovativeness factors. Based on the results of the first part of the research, the elements chosen for analysis are statistically significantly important.
Research question: Do innovative elements form coherent factors that represent underlying dimensions of mountain destination innovativeness?

Survey sample
Innovative elements were tested for their importance for mountain destination innovativeness using a survey sample consisting of lecturers, researchers and consultants in the field of innovation and mountain tourism and managers in mountain destinations. In Table 1 , the structure of the sample is presented, based on the country of origin of the respondents. The collective experience, knowledge, and insights of managers from destination management organizations 2 and tourism researchers with expertise in destination management provide a valuable source of information (Crouch, 2010) . For the purpose of this research, other managers in mountain destinations and researchers from the field of innovativeness and mountain tourism were also added. It is common for the survey population to be managers and other practitioners from public and private tourism sectors as this is the population that is the most knowledgeable about the destination elements (Enright & Newton, 2004) . The structure of the sample based on the sector type and line of work is presented in Table 2 and Table 3 . The survey enabled multiple responses for these questions in order to grasp the true nature of the work of respondents. In Table 2 and Table 3 The respondents that described themselves as researchers, lecturers and/or consultants were also asked to state their area/s of interest (Table 4) Importance was measured with seven-point 3 Likert items, a common practice in tourism literature (Peters, 1993; Borchgrevink & Knutson, 1997; Barquet, Osti & Brida, 2010) . The research was carried out with a web-based survey. Initially, 400 researchers and 800 managers were contacted. The survey generated 210 responses, of which 197 were used for analysis, since the amount of time taken to complete the survey was set to at least four minutes. Hutcheson & Sofroniou (1999) suggested from 150 to 300 cases for factor analysis.
A condition that was also fulfilled is that the subjects-to-variables ratio should not be lower than five (Bryant & Yarnold, 1995) . Serious missing values were not found, and missing observations that existed were managed with the EM imputation method, which produces the best representation of the original distribution of values with the least bias (Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2010) .
Importance of mountain destination innovativeness elements
In the first part of the research, innovativeness elements are tested for their importance. Important elements of destination innovativeness are identified, which enables the reduction in the number of variables used in the second part of the research. Altogether, 88 variables were tested for their importance; 50 variables were retained, with means higher than 5.5, which suggests that the respondents consider these variables to be important. A threshold of 5.5 was used since variables with means above 5.5 are closer to "important" (6) than "slightly important" (5). These variables were then tested whether they are statistically significantly higher than 5.5. The results show statistical significance for 33 variables (Appendix 1). The identified elements can be considered to be important for mountain destination innovativeness and are used in the second part of the analysis, in which factors of mountain destination innovativeness are identified based on these elements.
Development of mountain destination innovativeness factors
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted using the identified important innovative elements to form factors of mountain destination innovativeness. This enables the identification of different aspects of mountain destination innovativeness. The exploratory factor analysis was conducted based on the 33 elements that were identified as important for mountain destination innovativeness. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) is very high (0.897), suggesting the appropriateness of factor analysis.
Furthermore, the significance of the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (p = 0.000) indicates that sufficient correlations exist among the variables to proceed with the analysis (Hair et al., 2010) .
The exploratory factor analysis was performed to determine the underlying dimensions of mountain destination innovativeness by analyzing patterns of correlations among the 33 variables. The principle axis factoring extraction method with Promax rotation was used. In this case, oblique rotation is more appropriate, since the underlying dimensions are assumed to be correlated. Some correlation among factors can be expected, in which case oblique rotation generates a more accurate solution (Costello & Osborne, 2005) . Table 5 shows the actual correlations between the three factors. The correlations suggest that obliquely rotated solution should be adopted. In Appendix 2, correlations between the variables are presented. A range of criteria was used to determine the number of factors to extract, such as latent roots or eigenvalues, scree plot, communalities, and percentage of explained variance.
The proposed solution with four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 was tested, but it produced a factor with only two variables, which is below the suggested minimum criteria of three variables per factor (Velicer & Fava, 1998) . Hence, the scree plot was reanalyzed, and showed that the maximum factors to extract might be three. Subsequently, a three-factor model was tested. Based on guidelines of Hair et al. (2010) , items with factor loadings lower than 0.5, the minimum necessary for practical significance, and cross-loadings higher than 0.4, were individually eliminated. Finally, a three-factor solution, with 25 variables being retained, was produced representing approximately 56.8% of the total variance (Table 6) , which is considered to be satisfactory in social sciences (Hair et al., 2010) . Additionally, the communalities of the 25 variables ranged from 0.405 to 0.723, suggesting that the variances of each original variable were reasonably explained by the three-factor solution. The
Cronbach's alpha for the three factors varied from 0.899 to 0.921, all much higher than the generally agreed upon lower limit of 0.7, suggesting high internal consistency (Hair et al., 2010) . Each proposed factor contains at least five variables, as suggested by Hair et al.
(2010). The three factors were then labeled based on the variables that constituted them (Table 6 ). The factor of socio-cultural sustainability and stakeholder participation addresses one dimension of sustainability, while innovativeness in regard to natural environment is included in the factor of environmental sustainability. Proactiveness was also identified as factor that constitutes mountain destination innovativeness. 
Recommendations for further research
This research determined important factors that represent underlying dimensions of mountain destination innovativeness. In-depth research of each identified factor can provide additional knowledge about specific attributes of innovativeness. Considering each factor independently might provide an aspect to better define each factor. In contrast, the literature review and conducted analysis helped uncover the need for the development of a comprehensive mountain destination innovativeness model that would provide an overview and different aspects of innovativeness factors, how they influence destination development and how they are influenced by tourism environments. Research in terms of quantification and qualitative studies of the foundations, processes, implications and policies of innovation in tourism is necessary for expanding the knowledge in this field (Hjalager, 2010) . Therefore, it would be highly interesting to explore interactions between tourism environments, innovativeness and destination development. The identified elements and factors of mountain destination innovativeness can be used to determine the construct mountain destination innovativeness. Tourism environments are composed of political, economic, technological and ecological (natural, cultural, social) environments, elements of which are inextricably linked and interdependent. Marinova & Phillimore (2003) recognized the importance of tourism environments for increasing innovativeness and development.
Effective usage of tourism environments can impact destination competitiveness and development (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999) . They affect the influence of other groups of factors on destination competitiveness in a negative or positive way (Dwyer & Kim, 2003) . Dobni (2008) stated that innovativeness can be viewed as the ability to introduce new products, services, ideas, processes and systems that can lead to enhanced business performance. Weiermair (2003) , Volo (2005) , Zach & Fesenmaier (2009) and Haugland et al. (2010) pointed out that innovativeness influences destination development. Innovativeness can increase the destination's ability to meet and adjust to the global changes, which enables the destinations to become future makers, rather than future takers (Dwyer et al., 2010) . Huang et al. (2009) believed innovativeness to be a pre-performance factor, and they perceived it as the most important indicator of future performance and potential success. Innovativeness is an important predecessor of performance (Hult, Hurley & Knight, 2004) . Castellani & Sala (2010) believed that innovativeness influences socio-cultural and environmental indicators.
Several proxies for the measurement of a destination's development should be used, as there is no perfect measure (Vaughan, 1999) .
Based on the literature review findings and research results, it is suggested that in future research, structural equation modeling be used to determine whether tourism environments influence mountain destination innovativeness and whether mountain destination innovativeness influences mountain destination development. It would be very interesting to determine if the effect of tourism environments on mountain destination development is mediated by mountain destination innovativeness. Testing innovative factors and the corresponding innovative elements for their influence on destination development can provide knowledge to stakeholders in mountain destinations. It will enable destinations to identify key innovativeness factors to focus on, which areas they excel and which they need to improve in order to increase destination development. Such models can grade different investments and policies and develop an action agenda to achieve and maintain competitive advantage (Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Dwyer et al., 2010) .
The identified factors of mountain destination innovativeness constitute a basis for further research. The factors contribute to a better understanding of the underlying dimensions of mountain destination innovativeness, which shows to have been heavily influenced by sustainability and proactiveness. The results also have practical implications. Decision makers will be able to prioritize, modify and adopt actions that will enable mountain destinations to prepare for the challenges posed by the rapidly changing environment and to increase innovativeness, which possibly leads to improved destination development. 
